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REMARKS 

Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for the detailed remarks. Claims 1 -22 are pending. 

Claims 1, 5 and 21, 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Lutz. 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. Claim 1 recites "said electric motor mounted 
substantially parallel to said vehicle axle." Ijutz discloses independent drive shafts 19 which 
engage pinion 35 through gear wheel 37. Pinion 35 and gearwheel 37 may be parallel as indicated 
by their axes (not numbered) but the electric motor (with pinion 35) is not substantially parallel to 
the vehicle drive shafts. In fact, Lutz does not even disclose an axle but independent drive shafts 
19 which extend and articulate relative a fixed housing 41. The claims are properly allowable. 

Claims 1-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over Cilley in 
view of Armington. Cilley discloses an axle 15 which is fixed to springs 18 by bearing blocks 16 
with the electric motors mounted to the frame. The Cilley electric motors are sprung mass. 
Armington discloses a drive electric motor located completely within the axle to drive the wheel 
hubs attached to the axle such that the electric motor is coaxial therewith. The Armingion electric 
motors are un-sprung mass. There is no motivation to combine the sprung mass electric motors 
of Cilley with the unsprung electric motors of Armington as Artnington uses the non-coaxial 
external electric motor and gear set only to impart steerage to the axle. Again, the non-coaxial 
external electric motor of Armington is an un-spruung mass. The only motivation to make the 
combination as proposed is by following the knowledge disclosed within the present invention. 
This is impermissible usage of Hindsight in an attempt to recreate Applicants device. 

Even if the combination were properly made, there are differences between the claimed 
invention and the teachings of the cited references so that the combination docs not meet the 
limitations of Applicant's claims. Neither reference alone or in combination discloses, suggests 
or teaches the use of a electric motor mounted to the vehicle frame to remotely drive a planetary 
gear set through a drive shaft extending from the electric motor as claimed in the present 
invention. 

dlnim 2 

Claim 2 recites » in part, that said drive shaft drives an outer diameter teeth set about an 
outer diameter of said ring gear. The proposed combination fails to suggest such an arrangement. 
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The secondary electric motor disclosed by Armington is a steering electric motor 29, which does 
not operate to drive the hubs and "were the axle to be employed merely for drive, that is without 
steering control, a mere flywheel connected to the pinion 28 to provide by its mass a differential 
lock.. can replace the gear. [See Armington Col 3, lines 2-10.] Again, the pinion docs not drive 
the hub. 

Chum 6 

Claim 6 recites, in part, that said planetary gear set includes a stationary sun gear. The 
proposed combination fails to suggest such a gear arrangement. The Armington sun gear pinion 
17 is rotated by motor shaft 8. 

Claim fi 

Claim 8 recites, in part, a first input pinion engageable with an outer diameter of said 
first ring gear; and a first drive shaft extending from said first electric motor to drive said first 
input pinion. As discussed, with regard to Claim 2, the proposed combination does not disclose a 
drive shaft that drives an input pinion to drive an outer diameter of a ring gear. 

Claim 12 

Claim 12 recites, in part, a first output shaft driven by said planet carrier, said first output 
shaft driving said first wheel hub. Cilley discloses a driving pinion 28 which is directly driven by a 
shaft 26. The driving pinion 28 drives an internal gear 29 within the rim 30. As admitted by the 
Examiner, Cilley does not disclose a planetary gear train and does not teach the input pinions 
engaging outer diameter teeth of the ring gears. The Armington ring gear drives the stub shaft to 
drive the wheel. [See Armington Cot 2, lines 20-2 J.) 

Claims L5 and 16 

Claims 15 and 16 recite, in part, that said drive shaft is non-parallel to said first axis. 
Applicant's axle defines the first axis. The Cilley shafts 26 are parallel to axle 15 and Armington 
discloses a drive electric motor located completely within the axle such that the electric motor is 
coaxial therewith. 

Clairjq-21 

Claim 21 recites, in part, that said axle defines a first axis and comprising an un-sprung 
mass. The proposed combination does not disclose an axle which defines a first axis as an un- 
spring mass. 


7 

PAGE 7/8 * RCVD AT 3123/2004 2:08:24 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:U$PTO£FXRF-1/0 * DNl$:8729306 * C$ID:1 2489888363 * DURATION (mm-ss):02-12 


03/23/2004 TUE 14:12 FAX 12489888363 Carlson, Gaskey & Olds i 008/008 


60130-1230 
01MRA.0409 

If the Examiner believes that a teleconference will facilitate moving this case forward to 
being issued, Applicant's representative can be contacted at the number indicated below. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

CARLSON, C^SKEXAOLDS, P.C 



DAVID L. WK 
Registration No. 46,350 
Attorneys for Applicant 
400 West Maple, Suite 350 
Birmingham, Michigan 48009 
Dated: March 23, 2004 (248)988-8360 


8 

PAGE US * RCVD AT 3123/2004 2:08:24 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:8729306 » CSID:12489888363 * DURATION (»$$):0M2 


